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15/281

	COMPLAINT NUMBER
	15/281

	COMPLAINANT
	I. Crombie

	ADVERTISER
	Overland

	ADVERTISEMENT
	Overland Email

	DATE OF MEETING
	30 June 2015

	OUTCOME
	No Grounds to Proceed


Complaint: The subject line of the direct email advertisement by Overland stated, in part: “What do Jessica Alba and Kate Moss have in common?”

The body of the advertisement showed images of Jessica Alba and stated, in part:


“What A-Listers turn to when the temperature drops. From New York to LA and London the knee-high boot is a year round celebrity favourite and the best way to beat that Winter chill!” 

The advertisement showed an image of celebrity, Jessica Alba, in knee high boots and promoted a pair of Rondo knee high boots in the advertisement.
Complainant, I. Crombie, said:  “I think this could be considered misleading advertising.
Subject line and email header insinuates the specified celebrities wear Overland boots in winter.
At first glance it would seem the boots the celebrities are wearing are the ones advertised.

First image of Jessica Alba has the price placed centrally between the boots Jessica is wearing and the boots advertised as if they are the same.
It is not explicitly stated that the celeb images and boots are not the same.”
The relevant provisions were Basic Principle 4 and Rule 2 of the Code of Ethics
The Chairman noted the concerns of the Complainant the advertisement was misleading as it led consumers to think the boots being advertised were the same worn by the celebrities pictured in the advertisement.
The Chairman disagreed. She was of the view the advertisement was promoting the knee high style of the boots available from Overland rather than advertising the same pair of boots as those worn by the celebrities. The Chairman said most consumers would be aware that the boots worn by the celebrities, and those being advertised were similar styles, but were obviously not exactly the same. 
On consideration of the above, the Chairman was of the view the advertisement did not reach the threshold to be considered to be likely to mislead consumers and was not in breach of Rule 2 of the Code of Ethics. As such, she said that the advertisement had been prepared with a due sense of social responsibility to consumers and society, not in breach of Basic Principle 4 of the Code of Ethics.
The Chairman said there was no apparent breach of the Advertising Code and ruled that there were no grounds for the complaint to proceed.

Chairman’s Ruling: Complaint No Grounds to Proceed
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